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REMARKS 

Claimsl-44, 46-67, and 69-88 are pending in the application. Claims 2-15, 17-21, 23-27, 
29-33, 35-50, 52-56, 58-67, 69-73, 75-78, 80-83 and 85-88 have been withdrawn from 
consideration. Claims 1, 22, 28, 34, 51, 57, 74, 79 and 84 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 
over Hayata (EP 0751490) in view of Saikaly (U.S. Patent 5,893,056). Claim 16 has been rejected 
under § 103 over Hayata in view of Saikaly and further in view of Jarvinen (U.S. Patent 5,960,389). 
Claims 1, 34 and 57 have been amended hereby. Reconsideration of the present apphcation is 
respectfully requested in light of the above amendments and below remarks. 

In paragraph 6 of the Office Action, claims 1, 22, 28, 34, 51, 57, 74, 79 and 84 have been 
rejected under § 103 over Hayata in view of Saikaly. Apphcant respectfully traverses this rejection. 
Independent claims 1, 34 and 57 are the only independent claims being examined. Each require that 
the feature parameters that are smoothed and used in the decoding process are only "intermittently" 
received in the preceding frames. 

The Office Action admits that Hayata does not teach the smoothing of the parameters 
over a plurality of preceding frames and looks to Saikaly to cure this deficiency in Hayata. 
Applicant respectfully submits that Saikaly does not read on the present invention as recited in 
claims 1, 34 and 57. The present invention solves a problem caused by intermittently (or 
discontinuously) receiving the feature parameters. On the other hand, the method of Saikaly et al. 
operates on the assumption that feature parameters are received in each frame. That is, the feature 
parameter is received in serial form. As disclosed in column 3, lines 47-49 "[f]or each successive 
20 ms time interval (called a 'frame'), the processor 110 recieves a set of LPC coefficients." 
(Emphasis added). It is thus clear that the system and method of Saikaly is operating on the 
assumption that a new set of feature parameters is received in each frame. 

The method of Saikaly solves the problem caused by whether speech (not feature 
parameter) is detected or not. Therefore, Saikaly do not teach or suggest the present invention in 
which smoothing is performed even if feature parameters are received intermittently. Therefore, 
even if Hayata and Saikaly were to be combined, the combination does not read on the present 
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invention as recited in claims 1, 34, and 57. Accordingly, withdrawal of the rejection of 
independent claims 1, 34, and 57 and their dependent claims 22, 28, 51, 74, 79 and 84 on the basis 
of Hayata and Saikaly is therefore respectfully requested. 

In paragraph 7 of the Office Action, claim 16 has been rejected under § 103 over Hayata 
in view of Saikaly and further in view of Jarvinen. Claim 16 depends from and therefore includes 
all of the limitations of its independent claim, claim 1 . Jarvinen has been cited for a time period 
feature recited in dependent claim 16. Jarvinen does not cure the deficiencies of the combination of 
Hayata and Saikaly as described above. Therefore withdrawal of the rejection of claim 16 on the 
basis of the combination of Hayata, Saikaly and Jarvinen is respectfully requested. 

As each of the claims of the present apphcation are in condition for allowance, such 
action is earnestly sohcited. 

Dated: February 4, 2010 Respectfully submitted. 

Electronic signature: /Michael J. Scheer/ 
Michael J. Scheer 
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Attorney for Apphcant 
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